Mr. Wayne Wouters 
Clerk of the Privy Council 
80 Wellington Street 
Ottawa, Ontario KIA OAS 

June 26th 2014 



Dear Mr. Wouters 

This is a follow up to my January 2014 correspondence. In that letter, I brought to your attention the 
circumstances surrounding my departure as the Director of the Greater Toronto Enforcement Centre 
(GTEC) of the Canada Border Services Agency. Specifically, I informed you that the haste in which CBSA 
President Portelance removed me from my position at GTEC precluded an orderly and smooth transition 
of the operations. This, in turn, undermined partnerships and relationships with NGOs, stakeholders and 
partners. I am attaching my January 2014 letter for your reference. 

In my January 2014 letter, I opined that changing Directors without a proper transition plan may prove 
to be costly in that it may precipitate a slow and predictable deterioration in output at GTEC that would 
be difficult to reverse. I am sorry to report that these predictions are turning out to be true. 

Fiscal year 2013-2014 that ended on March 31, 2014 has turned out to be an unmitigated disaster for 
GTEC and the Agency in terms of productivity and efficiency related to the immigration program. For FY 
2013-2014, the national targets set by CBSA HQ for removing inadmissible persons from Canada was 
approximately 17,075. The actual number removed was closer to 13,900, almost exclusively due to 
under-performance at GTEC. This will be further discussed below. 

Sir, in your most recent report to Parliament you wrote: 

Although we face continuous change in our organizations, our important responsibilities and 
mandates remain. In today's competitive world, a strong and high performing Public Service is 
critical to Canada's success. We must be able to deliver the best advice to Ministers and 
implement our mandates with excellence. To succeed, a leaner public service must be one that 
is continuously performing at peak productivity. Managers should expect excellence from all 
employees. Canadians deserve nothing less. 

I ask that when you evaluate performance for last fiscal year that you apply the standards you specified 
in your Report to Parliament. This is a situation where Canadians will be genuinely shocked by the 
orchestrated mismanagement on the part of President Portelance and his team that has seen GTEC 
markedly underperform and significantly overshoot its budget for detentions. Simply put, more money 
was spent to produce less at GTEC. 

Why do I care you may ask? I care because I dedicated my entire time from 1998, when GTEC was 
created, until my departure in 2012 to build and perfect a program that delivered stellar results and 
always met or exceeded expectations. This included continuous spells where year-over-year sequential 
growth in productivity, as measured by the number of persons removed, was the norm. And, all of this 



accomplished by working within the assigned budget. As a retired public servant, taxpayer and citizen, I 
am deeply concerned with how the immigration program in the GTA has come to be managed in the 
past two years. I am concerned that the downward trend in productivity, if not addressed, will threaten 
community safety and security. While it may be easy to dismiss my concerns as those coming possibly 
from a disgruntled former executive, I can assure you that is not the case. My concern and dismay is 
based on objective facts which I urge you to verify. I see it as my responsibility to alert Canadians on the 
adverse direction the enforcement program has taken in the GTA. I encourage you to speak to staff, 
partners and stakeholders and hear for yourself. 

This is a call for immediate action to put the immigration enforcement program in the GTA back on 
track. I have decided to speak out now in the hope that concrete and swift action will be taken 
immediately to rectify matters. In my opinion, immediate action is required to reassure Canadians that 
community safety and security will not be compromised. 

Canadians should not have to witness the immigration enforcement program at GTEC, which up until 
the time of my departure was a model for the country in terms of results, productivity, efficiency and 
innovation, now slip into a second rate operation that cannot deliver on the results taxpayers expect 
and deserve. 

Up until 2012, GTEC was the backbone of the immigration program nationally. The stellar results at 
GTEC made up for any shortfalls in other Regions of CBSA. No longer. The GTEC program is now a drag 
nationally and this will be further discussed below. It's no coincidence this is all occurring subsequent to 
my departure. 

In your Report to Parliament you wrote: 

Finding ever more efficient and effective ways of delivering on our core business responsibilities 
continued to be a major focus for all departments and agencies. Our ongoing goal is to provide 
better service to Canadians at a lower cost. We are introducing new business models and ways 
of working, building on lessons learned and best practices from both the private and public 
sectors. 

With respect to the immigration enforcement program last fiscal year, CBSA senior executives failed to 
live up to the standard you set of "better service to Canadians at a lower cost". In the attached 
appendices, I will address issues which I believe the Canadian public needs to know: (a) Removals - 
Reasons for precipitous fall in the number of inadmissible persons removed from Canada last fiscal year; 
(b) Detentions - Reasons for detention costs being significantly over budget; and (c) Amount of 
performance pay and bonuses senior executives at CBSA stand to receive in the next few weeks. 

Conclusion 

I believe I have a responsibility and duty to inform and alert the Canadian public on the deterioration of 
the immigration enforcement program at the CBSA. The root cause being the marked 
underperformance at the largest immigration office in the country, GTEC. The operation in the GTA, 
which has long carried the entire program nationally, is heading in the wrong direction. When GTEC 
heads in the wrong direction, the entire program nationally suffers. When the immigration program 



suffers nationally, it raises concern for all Canadians on the corresponding impact on community safety 
and security; further, it undermines the government's commitment to ensure a safe Canada. 



Thanks to President Portelance's poor business decisions, the program in the GTA which should be 
thriving is in fact unravelling. I urge you to look deeper into the issues raised and consult with folks, both 
inside and outside the organization and see for yourself the negative outcomes stemming from poor 
management over the past two years. 

What I have identified is the tip of the iceberg. Consult with staff and front-line folks and there is no 
doubt in my mind you will be shocked to the extent the program has declined. Do nothing and allow the 
status quo would be a path to certain calamity. A program of the depth and complexity of GTEC requires 
all areas to work cohesively and in harmony with each other. From my experience, the important gaps 
identified in this document are indicators of deeper underlying problems that need to be addressed 
without delay. Failure to do so will cause the organization to implode which is unacceptable given that 
community safety and security is at stake. The interests are too high to simply ignore this and to 
continue to reward current practices by allocating increased budgets without a thorough analysis and 
asking the tough questions. 

The dedicated and hard-working staff at GTEC deserve high praise for the great results achieved in the 
past and for making GTEC the flagship office of the country. Their expertise and knowledge of the 
immigration legislation is well respected throughout the Agency. They have earned the right to a stable 
work environment with competent management and effective leadership. If the sun shone on GTEC, 
poor management has now cast a shadow. Staff deserve better than this. 

Canadians have a right to know about the issues. The information contained in this document was 
derived from my own experience and memory, and more recent information received from concerned 
parties. As has been the history for President Portelance and his team, when faced with criticism the 
usual reaction is to go on the offensive to launch a campaign to find the source of "leaks" in information, 
all of which creates a chilling effect in the work place and further destroys staff morale. I would urge you 
to monitor this and avert such tactics. For once, it would behove President Portelance and his team of 
executives to acknowledge that they fell down on the job and to use the information provided here to 
improve themselves and, most importantly, the program. The information provided here is not to create 
a hostile or negative work environment but rather to use it as it was meant - a genuine effort to stop 
further deterioration of the immigration enforcement program. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 



Sincerely, 




Reg Williams 
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Removals 

According to the Report on Plans and Priorities 2013-14 which was tabled in Parliament, responsibilities 
for CBSA included the following: 

• Detaining people who may pose a threat to Canada; 

• Identifying and removing people who are inadmissible to Canada, including those involved in 
terrorism, organized crime, war crimes or crimes against humanity; 

There can be no question that the number of inadmissible persons removed from Canada is one of the 
most important metrics to measure success of the inland enforcement program and ensure alignment 
with the desired Government of Canada outcome of providing a safe and secure Canada. 



This chart shows the number of removals at GTEC and nationally over the past several fiscal years. 



Fiscal Year 


GTEC Total 


National 


Percentage 


Percentage 




Removals 


Removal Totals 


change nationally 


change at 






(including GTEC) 




GTEC 


2008-09 


5,071 


13,381 






2009-10 


5,798 


14,861 


11% 


14.3% 


2010-11 


6,789 


15,191 


2.2% 


17% 


2011-12 


7,725 


16,539 


8.8% 


13.7% 


2012-13 


9,000 (approx) 


18,945 


14.5% 


21.2% 


2013-14 


5,870 


13,900 


(26.6)% 


(34.7)% 



Based on the above, it is clear that success at the national level is wholly dependent on success at GTEC: 

• In every FY since 2008-09, increase in removals at the national level was directly the result of 
increase in productivity at GTEC 

• GTEC was the engine that drove the national removals numbers 

• For FY 2013-14, GTEC underperformed appreciably which in turn caused a precipitous decline in 
the national numbers. 

Most reasonable Canadians will wonder how an organization that produced year-over-year sequential 
growth for the past several years turned in such a pitiful performance last FY. It is no coincidence that 
2013-14 represents the first year where I was not directly involved in planning the production cycle. 
Even though my departure took place in May 2012, productions targets and strategies were already set 
and in motion well before April 2012 and this was reflected in the results of FY 2012-13. The next fiscal 
year, 2013-14, the first year where I was not involved, the lack of advance planning and management is 
clearly reflected in the woeful numbers. 

Having been involved for over a decade in planning removal targets, I speak with authority in saying that 
advanced planning is the key. This includes setting targets, analyzing the removals caseload and 
streaming the right number of cases into the removals production channel to ensure that a certain 
percentage will result in removal during the desired time frame. The planning required to meet removal 
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targets is not necessarily a complex process. It is part science and part intuition. Some of the more 
difficult cases take 18 -24 months to bring to the point where removal may be a possibility. Therefore, it 
is important to stream these cases from the inactive stage to the active stage sufficiently far in advance. 
The process requires a thorough understanding and analysis of the removals inventory to know when 
cases should be brought forward in order to produce a removal during the desired time window. Built 
into this is the reality that for every 100 cases brought forward a certain percentage will not be removed 
during the projected time period due to legislative reasons or other delays beyond the scope of the 
organization. Thus, a certain amount of redundancy has to be factored in. This methodology has served 
the organization well in past FYs as clearly evidenced by the results. 

There are enough cases in the GTA inventory such that the organization can be fully engaged for 2-3 
years without accepting a single new case. Anyone suggesting otherwise and claiming only "difficult" 
cases now remain in the inventory and using this as an excuse for poor results is ignoring the simple fact 
that the inventory needs to be managed and not the other way around. Over the past decade, there has 
not been a fundamental change in the profile of cases coming into the removals inventory. It is trite to 
say that there will always be "easy" and "difficult" cases. That is simply the reality of the work. Based on 
past results, we have shown that no matter the profile of cases, the removals program can thrive and 
does not have to decelerate. Canadians understand that removing inadmissible persons is an important 
part of the government's mandate and will not settle for bureaucrats downplaying expectations due to 
their own inability to manage the program. 

The above table above shows that the national totals for removals for last FY is back to 2008-09 levels. 
This is simply a mind boggling achievement on the part of CBSA. With over 41,000+ cases outstanding in 
the form of Canada-wide warrants and a national removals inventory of approximately 16,000 cases 
and a steady intake of newly arriving cases, how is it possible to be back at 2008-09 levels? Clearly, the 
culprit is GTEC which has underperformed horribly and directly contributed to the precipitous decline in 
the national totals. 

The numbers referred to above should not be taken in the abstract. Each and every one of those 
represents a person. For every person not removed or delayed in removal, there is a real cost to the 
Canadian taxpayer in the form of an increased burden on social and medical services. This is over and 
above potential unknown threats these individual may pose in the community. The recent case of Mr. 
Iqbal Singh is a good example. Under removal for several years Mr. Singh now stands accused of 
stabbing his Canadian citizen wife to death in February 2014 in Brampton. How many others are there 
who should and could have been removed but continue to remain in Canada and potentially endanger 
community safety and security? 

Having experienced the intense scrutiny the immigration enforcement program faced in the aftermath 
of the murder of Constable Todd Bayliss in 1994 by a person who should have been removed from 
Canada, I am deeply concerned we are heading down a similar path. The systematic failures that were 
identified following the shooting of Constable Bayliss, which my colleagues and I have so diligently 
worked to close are now slowly but surely re-emerging. 
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These important points around community safety and security seem to have escaped the thinking of 
CBSA President Portelance and his team. Rather than looking at the endemic problems at GTEC for FY 
2013-14 and taking measures to fix those and put things back on track, President Portelance and his 
team have actually lowered expectations by over 20% for the current FY. Staff has already been notified 
of the new lowered targets. Unable to effectively manage GTEC, President Portelance and his team have 
thrown in the towel. What better way to maintain their image as high producers by lowering 
expectations. Not in twenty years has anyone witnessed removal projections being lowered!! Do this 
when every last inadmissible person is removed from Canada is what Canadians would expect and not 
before. Canadians do not want capitulation, they demand effective management of programs. 

In your Annual Report when you spoke about government departments "continuously performing at 
peak productivity" I would guess you did not intend this to mean rolling back numbers to productivity 
levels of five years ago. Yet, this is exactly what CBSA accomplished. 

CBSA's own projections called for 17,075 removals nationally for FY 2013-2014. This number was already 
lower than the previous year's number of 18,945. Even after lowering its target by 10%, the actual 
numbers removed brings CBSA short by 19%. Lowering standards is a story in itself and to then miss the 
lowered standard by 19% is simply not acceptable. This is a huge miss and one has to wonder who will 
be held responsible and accountable. Citizens have a right to expect better management than 
demonstrated by President Portelance and his team. This cannot be business as usual. Canadians need a 
credible and honest explanation. 

There is no doubt President Portelance and his team will provide all kinds of excuses for why they fell 
short of their own estimates and are now back to 2008-09 levels. The numbers don't lie and there is no 
escaping the reality that the safety and security of Canada has been compromised and this is a severe 
blow to the integrity of Canada's removals program. 

Thanks to the mismanagement of the program, CBSA national removal numbers are at levels that go 
back to six years. How is this possible when there is a sizeable backlog of removal cases. Having worked 
in the program for 14 years and having been the chief architect at the local level, I can only point to the 
irresponsible actions of President Portelance as to why the enforcement program at GTEC has 
unravelled to the extent that it will take several years to rebuild the momentum where numbers can 
actually increase. The worst fear is that this is a time bomb waiting to explode. It will be a matter of time 
before there is a tragic incident and a person who should have been removed remains in Canada and 
commits a serious crime. 

The short fall 

CBSA set itself a national target of 17,075 removals for the fiscal year that ended on March 31, 2014. 
This target, which is approximately 10% lower than the prior year, is arrived at after considering all of 
the relevant factors, such as, existing inventory, estimated intake of cases and current trends and 
migratory movements, recent legislative changes, staffing levels and available resources. It is not a 
number that is conjured up casually. Rather, it is reached following a deliberate and methodical process. 
Had the target been surpassed, there is no doubt CBSA would be trumpeting its achievement. Now that 
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it has failed to meet its target, don't expect any announcements. CBSA President clearly wants this issue 
to fade away quietly with no notice from the public. 

The actual number of removals nationally totalled approximately 13,900 or a shortfall of 19%. This is the 
first time in the past eight to ten years that CBSA failed to meet its national removals target. Basic 
monitoring and analysis would have signalled early in the fiscal year that production was slipping and 
that action was needed to be taken. There are a myriad of committees at CBSA headquarters charged 
with monitoring progress not to mention the several data base tools available to monitor weekly and 
even daily output. The same is true at the local level, where individual offices can track progress week by 
week. Incredibly, this basic level of monitoring did not take place, neither at the local or national level. 
Canadians should be concerned that directors and vice-presidents who are paid to provide management 
oversight and monitor the program were asleep at the switch. This situation is akin to a ship slowly but 
surely drifting off course and those charged with keeping it on course are not at the helm. How could 
the largest immigration enforcement office in Canada, an office that plays a pivotal role in the entire 
country's performance, not be monitored continuously for progress? The point being, taking action early 
in the fiscal year would have righted the situation. I speak from personal experience when I say this type 
of situation has occurred before but appropriate action taken early in the year has not only addressed 
the situation but allowed targets to be met and even exceeded. 

GTEC has never ever been a drag on the national removals total. Yet this FY, that's exactly what has 
occurred. It was a situation self inflicted by the CBSA President and he must be held accountable for his 
actions. 

Too little, too late 

It was only in the last quarter of the FY that it dawned on officials that the national targets were 
significantly off. What they were thinking in the first three quarters only President Portelance can 
answer. In what can only be viewed as a panic response, measures were put in place to bolster the 
removals numbers. Anyone with basic knowledge of the removals process and the time frames involved 
would know that undertaking a major push in the last quarter is simply too late to have a meaningful 
impact. Yet, in a futile effort, massive amounts of taxpayer's money was wasted in the last quarter by 
the creation of a special task force to increase removals. In a time when the Government speaks of belt 
tightening and being more efficient. President Portelance and his team were spending like drunken 
sailors. At GTEC, it involved close to 6,000 hours of overtime worked by staff over a span of 10 weeks 
from the end of January to end of March 2014. According to published figures, some officers worked 
over 300 hours during that period. This amount of overtime is not only a violation of the Treasury 
Board's guidelines on working excessive hours, there has yet to be a full accounting and analysis of the 
results to ascertain whether the additional expenditures gave value for money. The panic stricken and 
desperate efforts to increase removals at the end of the day proved to be an inefficient use of taxpayer's 
money as the office ended the fiscal year over 34% below its target, dragging the entire country down 
with it. 
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To its credit, GTEC did manage to exceed, by just over 5%, tlie target it set for the number of persons 
removed who had criminality. The approximately 799 criminal removals conducted by the GTEC office 
last fiscal year compares with the 761 removed in FY 10-11 and the 790 removed in FY 11-12. While 
meeting and exceeding the number of criminal removals is a positive outcome, when looked at from the 
perspective of prior years it is hardly a great leap forward. Moreover, removing 40 more individuals than 
projected while the wheels were falling off in the other areas can hardly be characterized as a balanced 
approach to program management. Canadians expect CBSA to meet its target and this includes criminals 
and non-criminals. Exceeding one area by a mere 5% does not compensate for the complete ineptitude 
in the other areas. 

Many folks with strong background and knowledge in the program would remind us that persons with 
criminality are the best monitored and tracked group in the removals inventory. This is exactly how it 
should be. These same folks will also tell you that persons with no known criminal background pose a 
greater risk precisely for the reason that their threat level is unknown. Immigration history is replete 
with examples of non-criminals committing horrendous crimes. Community safety and security dictates 
managing the program such that all categories of individuals are legally removed as expeditiously as 
possible. 

Organizational dishonesty - what excuses will be provided? 

It is doubtful President Portelance and his team will acknowledge that the downfall in the national 
removals program was a direct result of the poor performance at GTEC where, in prior years it was 
automatic that yearly targets would be met and exceeded. 

The haste in which President Portelance decided to change directors, moving me out in May 2012 with 
24 hours notice and without a transition plan, is now coming to haunt the organization. This situation 
was entirely avoidable. This is a self inflicted calamity for which President Portelance and his team needs 
to be held accountable. Thanks to their ineptitude, the removals program of Canada has been 
singlehandedly dismantled. 

No doubt, the spin provided by CBSA would not acknowledge the missteps taken by the President in 
disturbing the best-run program in CBSA. Here are some of the excuses, you can expect CBSA to put 
forward for their dismal showing last FY. 

1. Insufficient recruitment to fill vacancies at the officer level: President Portelance made the 
decision a few years back that all entry-level officers will be recruited through the Officer 
Induction Training Program which involves a 13-week course at the CBSA College in Rigaud. Prior 
to this change and for well over a decade, officers working the front line at GTEC were hired 
locally. This was a far more flexible and expeditious way to hire qualified officers. Without 
debating the merits of one system over the other, the point is, the person who initiates change 
must bear responsibility for delivering on the results. It is inexcusable to replace a working 
system with a new one that is more inefficient. Yet, this is exactly what has happened. 
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It is too late now for CBSA to cry about the recruitment levels. The fact that so many open 
positions were left unfilled is inexcusable and points to poor business decisions on the part of 
President Portelance. 

2. Lack of removal cases - this is the big lie. There are over 41,000+ immigrant warrant cases that 
are outstanding nationally. These are individuals who have failed to appear at some stage in the 
immigration process resulting in a warrant being issued for their apprehension. Apart from this 
number, in the GTA, the removals inventory has been close to 10,000 cases for a number of 
years. Even with a decline of new incoming cases, there was a sufficient inventory to meet the 
set target. But this would only have been possible with advance planning that needed to have 
taken place at least twelve months prior. It is now clear that making changes in key 
organizational positions without proper planning and bringing in directors with no prior 
experience in managing a production environment is proving to be very costly. 

Probable reasons for the decline in GTEC's numbers: 

It should be noted, that all of the excuses and explanations that you can expect from CBSA are not new. 
Similar challenges have existed in varying degrees over the past fourteen years: an inventory of difficult 
to remove cases; recruitment challenges; limited resources and legislative limitations. As proven by the 
historic numbers, with proper planning and analysis, these challenges can be overcome. 

1. Inability to fill vacancies at the officer level: see discussion above. This situation was created strictly as 
a result of a poor business decision. Why change to a new recruitment model if it cannot meet the 
organization's needs. Would any reasonable Canadian entrust the safety and security of the community 
to a group of executives who cannot fulfill a very basic organizational need, that is, fill officer-level 
vacancies expeditiously to ensure minimal loss in human capital? 

2. Virtual elimination of the second layer of management at GTEC. The second layer of management at 
GTEC comprising collective immigration-related experience of close to 120 years has been decimated. It 
is no secret that President Portelance has long viewed GTEC as the last bastion of the former "CIC 
culture" that needed to be bull dozed and brought in line with his CBSA "brand". The organizational 
changes at GTEC will surely be blamed on the government's Deficit Reduction Action Plan. While that 
may be partly the reason. President Portelance seized the opportunity to rid the immigration experience 
and culture from the second tier of management. By instituting such wholesale changes in key 
management positions and without regard to the program impact. President Portelance and his team 
have not met their basic obligation to exercise reasonable care and diligence. Rather than taking 
advantage of the existing experience and knowledge to better the program, Mr. Portelance has moved 
these individuals to other positions where their talents are least suited. Such is the level of appreciation 
and value placed on individuals with program-specific knowledge and experience. All of which has taken 
a terrible toll on the program and staff morale while reducing productivity and incurring additional costs 
for the taxpayer. This is not the formula Canadians expect nor is it in line with the goal of balancing the 
government deficit. 
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3. Lack of a transition plan - changing directors in May 2012 with 24-hours notice and no transition plan 
in the largest immigration enforcement office in Canada administering immigration legislation, is now 
proving to be a major issue. Mr. Portelance badly miscalculated the impact of replacing an experienced 
director with three inexperienced directors in the span of 24 months. This is not a criticism of those 
brought in to replace me but rather a reflection of poor decision making on the part of President 
Portelance. A basic appreciation of the complexities of the immigration enforcement program would 
have caused most reasonable and effective managers to recognize the importance of having a director 
with the requisite background and knowledge. 

4. Poor business decision: thoughtless and ill-advised decisions to change the operational plan have 
severely backfired. The GTEC operational plan previously in place was stunningly simple: monitor and 
track cases as they proceed through the immigration system and take expeditious and immediate action 
to remove the individual from Canada when the law allows it. Unfortunately, President Portelance has 
seen fit to throw away a very effective playbook and replace it with ill-advised changes that have not 
improved productivity or efficiency one iota and in fact has had the exact opposite result. 

Conclusion 

This is a case where President Portelance has taken a perfectly good and efficient working operation and 
brought it to its knees. The playbook that was working well and producing stellar results has not simply 
been thrown out, it has been shredded beyond recognition. Mr. Portelance needs to be held 
accountable for this. At this point in time, taking into consideration how steep the fall has been. 
President Portelance's action has been reckless with the potential to compromise community safety and 
security. Taxpayers need answers as to why removal numbers are back to 2008-09 levels. Taxpayers 
deserve to know why the immigration enforcement program has produced significantly less while 
spending significantly more. The GTEC problem is a national problem, created and mismanaged by 
President Portelance and his senior managers. This is where the accountability lies and Canadians would 
expect nothing less. 
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Over-Spending in GTEC non-salary budget 

The GTEC non-salary budget, which basically includes everything other than employee salaries, can be 
broken down into two main categories: 

• Funds allocated for detentions which includes paying the: Province of Ontario for housing 
CBSA's high risk clients; guard services contract for the CBSA-run detention facility; and 
contractor for providing food and lodging for the CBSA-run detention facility. 

• Funds allocated for removals includes: airline tickets for deportees; and airline tickets, food and 
hotel costs for CBSA officers escorting a deportee out of Canada. 

1. Managing Detentions 

The detentions budget has increased by close to 30% since my departure in 2012. 



Fiscal Year 


Amount 


2011-2012 


$23.4I\/I 


2012-2013 


$25.45M 


2013-2014 


$30.5IVI 



Given the dramatic decline in the number of removals last fiscal, the above numbers immediately raise 
questions as to how CBSA spent so much more to produce so much less. 

While you speak in your Annual Report to Parliament of providing "better service to Canadians at a 
lower cost" and "performing at peak productivity" and of balancing the budget. President Portelance 
and his executives have managed their affairs as if these principles do not apply to them. 

There is no doubt CBSA will provide many reasons for the increase in the detention costs. Principal 
among these would be contractual obligations with third-party service providers, for example, the 
security guard services contract. Based on prior experience, there is legitimacy to this claim. However, a 
30% increase in expenditures in the past two FYs cannot be attributed solely to contractual obligations. 

Detention of inadmissible persons is a key tool in the enforcement of the immigration legislation. In the 
GTA, depending on the risk the individual poses, a person may be detained in either the CBSA holding 
centre (low to medium risk) or provincial facilities (high risk). Based on historical numbers, 
approximately 30% of detainees are held in provincial facilities. 

For the detention of high risk cases in provincial facilities, CBSA is billed by the Province on a per diem 
basis. The per diem was $175 for close to a decade; in 2010, due to its own budget issues, the Province 
increased the rate to $179.97. The next year, the rate increased to $183.41. In 2013, the per diem 
increased by just over 20% to $221.58. 
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Managing Detention Levels 



The chart below shows the jail days from 1990 to the end of last FY. 



One jail day is defined as one individual detained at a provincial facility for one day. The total yearly jail 
days number is obtained by multiplying the number of individuals detained by the number of days 
detained. 
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From the above chart, detention as an enforcement tool has steadily increased over the past twenty 
years. As the enforcement program evolved and more resources were allocated the number of jail days 
also increased. There were also other factors, such as, the increased focus on security following 
September 11, 2001, increased joint forces activity with law enforcement agencies and longer time 
frames in general to process cases due to higher intake and larger case backlogs. 

During my period as Director of GTEC, the average yearly jail-days number for the three years ending FY 
11-12 was 81,874. Since my departure, the last two fiscal years have seen the average yearly jail-days 
number come in at 95,258 or a 16% increase. At the current per diem of $221.58 that's an additional 
$2.95 million dollars on detentions per year. Even if one uses the former lower per diem rate it 
represents approximately $2.45 million extra. 



The detentions budget has been chronically underfunded for the past numbers of years and this was 
noted in the 2008 Auditor General's Report. In the GTA, it was generally accepted that the underfunding 
would result in a yearly deficit of $3 million dollars. In the past two years, however, the deficit has 
significantly exceeded the accepted amount. 

In truth, the increase in spending on detentions from $23.4 to $30.5 million can only be partially 
attributed to increases in the per diem by the Province and third-party contractual obligations. There is 
no escaping the fact that the GTEC operation has overspent its budget by $2 million and $7 million 
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respectively in the two subsequent FYs since FY 2011-12, for a total over-expenditure of approximately 
$9 million. Take away the increased costs created as a result of the Province increasing the per diem and 
additional costs from contractual obligations and you still have a cost overrun of over $5 million in the 
past two FYs, all of which can be solely attributed to the inability to manage the jail days to historical 
averages. 

From the graph above, the jail-days number for the past two years has reached the highest levels in 
immigration history. What has changed in the past two years? 

• Has the profile of clients changed? No 

• Has the time processing time changed significantly? No 

• Have the legislative grounds for detention changed? No 

This only leaves one reason for the higher number of jails days: lack of proper management oversight 
and control, and lack of leadership. This is yet another example where failure to manage an important 
area of the program is having a major impact in other areas. 

Past experience has shown that the detention numbers must be managed by applying reasonable and 
sensible risk management techniques. In addition to this, there is a requirement for constant and daily 
monitoring of cases detained in the jail to ensure that the rest of the organization is doing everything 
possible to move this case to the next stage in the process (usually this is removal from Canada). Several 
years ago, a locally-developed risk management matrix was developed which allowed for a sliding scale 
when applying risk. Last and equally important, monthly case conferencing meetings with active 
involvement on the part of the GTEC Director, provided the venue for frank and honest discussion on 
the progress of cases and consensus decision making on whether a particular case should be released 
with mitigating measures put in place to manage the risk, if progress towards removal was not as rapid 
as anticipated. The concept of "just in time detention" was important in managing costs. For example, 
wherever possible the objective was to avoid scenarios where an individual is detained for lengthy 
periods only to realize six months later that removal cannot proceed within the anticipated time frames 
and see the person subsequently being released from detention. Except in situations where the person 
was a clear danger to the community, the prudent practice was to apply "just in time detention" closer 
to the person's removal from Canada as opposed to keeping the individual detained for lengthy periods. 
At the current per diem, it would cost $80,000 to keep an individual detained for a year. Ten individuals 
detained for one year and subsequently released because removal was taking too long or is illusory 
would cost $800,000. This underscores the need for a robust monitoring framework such as the one that 
was previously in place. 

To manage costs and act responsibly when it comes to detentions, the key is relentless monitoring and 
direct involvement by senior management. Yes, it does involve some work and effort. Unfortunately, 
these elements have been absent the past two years. It is no coincidence that the annual jail days 
number has skyrocketed - 95,000 is the new 82,000, a standard that existed for many years. No one 
seems to be asking why the standard has changed upwards. The program has not changed, the profile of 
clients has not changed and certainly the number of removals has not increased. No matter, these 
questions do not seem important in the current environment. The answer is simply to request more 
funding. Anything but manage the program and make the tough decisions is the new standard. 
Taxpayers will be outraged at such blatant mismanagement of public funds. 
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As noted above, the CBSA-run facility also forms part of the detentions envelope. I would be remiss if I 
did not bring to your attention that costs at this facility have also increased appreciably since my 
departure. True, some of the costs have been the result of contractual obligations. What I am referring 
to is increased costs due to poor program management. Some indicators to look at would be the 
average number of detainees at the CBSA-run facility before 2012 and in subsequent years, the cost 
spent on meals before and now, or the cost spent on guard services. All of these indicators will point to 
serious mismanagement and total disregard for taxpayers money. 

For example, we know that removals have dropped sharply last FY. Given this, why have the costs, 
taking into account contractual increases, risen so significantly at the CBSA-run detention facility. As 
before, the profile of clients has not changed in the past twenty years. With the huge drop in the 
number of cases removed, detention at the CBSA-run facility should be less, not more. 

Detentions, be it at the provincial or CBSA-run facility must be managed closely and relentlessly. 
Detention has never been an end in itself. The two streams of detention must work in coordination with 
the rest of the program. Use the detention facilities as "storage centres" for clients and detention costs 
will rise out of control. Use the facilities as a strategic and compliance tool that is closely managed and 
working in harmony with the rest of the program and you can contain and control costs and still achieve 
excellent outcomes and outputs. This principle has been proven in the years prior to FY 2012-2013. 
Therefore, on behalf of the taxpayers serious questions need to be asked as to why there has been a 
sudden deviation. 

The management framework in place for the past ten years prior to my departure served the 
organization well in managing both streams of detentions, exceeding removals targets, and containing 
costs. It is not surprising that abandonment of this framework in the past two years has contributed to 
increased costs at provincial jails and the CBSA-run facility. In the absence of a management framework, 
detention costs can very quickly get out of control as we have seen. In turn, it can sap the organization 
of much needed resources and create erosion in other areas due to diversion of funds. 

Rather than analyzing the root cause of this situation and taking lessons from how detentions was 
managed prior to 2012, the current administration has resorted to the usual tactic of blaming external 
factors and not looking critically within the organization. If it was possible to successfully manage 
detention levels before, why is it not possible now? This question is never asked. Instead and with 
complete disregard to taxpayers, CBSA officials are busy preparing their case for more funds for the new 
fiscal year. 

Allocating increase funds would serve to legitimatise the misspending and cover up how poorly this part 
of the program has been the managed. How long will this be allowed to continue? Who will speak for 
the taxpayer? I urge you to look into this matter more deeply. I am confident you will find that while 
there are some external factors pushing costs higher, poor management is a significant factor. The tough 
questions need to be asked. Taxpayers expect nothing less. 



Agreement with Ontario on detentions 

While there has never been a formal written document with the Province of Ontario for the detention of 
CBSA cases in their facilities, it has continued for over two decades on the basis of on-going practice. 
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Efforts to formalize the bi-lateral agreement commenced before 2000 but was delayed for various 
reasons. In 2008, the Auditor General issued the report on Detentions and Removals which stated: 

Where the Agency uses provincial detention facilities, it has negotiated agreements with only 
two provinces. As a result, the Agency does not control the cost and level of service for 
detainees in these facilities. 

The Auditor General's report provided the needed impetus and negotiations re-commenced with the 
Province. Substantial progress was made and an agreement in principle was reached in 2011 with a draft 
document being vetted by Legal Services and Comptrollership. On the issue of the per diem, the draft 
called for an annual increase based on the Consumer Price Index as published by Statistics Canada. 

In light of the Auditor General's comment and given that CBSA is the party seeking services from the 
Province, one would have expected greater energy and focus on the part of CBSA headquarters to wrap 
up the Agreement. It is true the Agreement required Cabinet approval from Ontario. Nonetheless, 
without the necessary push from CBSA, there was no incentive on the part of the Province to rush as it 
would be paid by CBSA for services rendered regardless. As a consequence, the Agreement languished. 

Six years after the Auditor General's report and still with no written agreement, CBSA left itself totally 
vulnerable to the whims of the Province in setting the per diem. CBSA Headquarters' failure to push to 
close the deal in 2011 and lock in the financial certainty that comes with it, left the door open for the 
Province to go outside the principles of the 2011 draft Agreement and set whatever rate it fancied. Had 
the Agreement been finalized in 2011, the increase last FY would have been $352,000, not $3,666,430. 
For example, the cost avoidance of close to $3M could have funder 30+ front-line officers. 

This is yet another example of the ineptitude, lack of foresight and leadership. The taxpayers have a 
right to ask where President Portelance and his senior executives were in protecting the corporate 
interests. Where was the required leadership, especially in light of the Auditor General's comments to 
finalize an agreement with the Province? No doubt this version of the story will not be revealed. Instead, 
CBSA officials will blame part of the cost over runs to the random per diem increase by the Province and 
use it to portray themselves as victims of external factors that they could not control. While other 
departments are trying their best to do their part in helping the government balance the budget, CBSA 
has squandered an opportunity to contribute to that cause. 

2. Managing removals 

The removals non-salary budget includes amounts spent on airline tickets and travel expenses for CBSA 
officers escorting deportees overseas. An analysis of these expenses can provide a useful insight on how 
the overall program is managed from both an operational and fiscal perspective. 

The lack of information precludes me from providing you detailed analysis. The lower number of 
removal cases last year represented an opportunity to exercise more rigor around managing the 
removals budget. Unfortunately, this may not be the case as the examples below suggest otherwise. 

1. Amounts spent for CBSA officers' travel and accommodation: As a normal part of the removals 
process a certain percentage of cases will be escorted or accompanied by CBSA officers out of the 
country. This has long been a contentious aspect of the program that required careful weighing of the 
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circumstances and background of each case by a manager to decide whether CBSA officers need to 
escort a deportee out of Canada. While safety and security on board the aircraft is paramount, there is a 
delicate balance that needs to be struck in terms of which cases need escorts and which cases can be 
risk managed. The implications are many: (a) Not apply proper risk management methods and the result 
will be more individuals being escorted, which in turn drives costs upwards and, crucially, takes two 
officers out of the production line on account of the fact that they are sitting on an aircraft and unable 
to work on other removal cases; (b) do not make the right decision to escort and endanger passengers 
on the aircraft. 

For the past decade, the risk management principles applied by GTEC managers has not resulted in a 
single breach in security or on-air incident. This past FY, that balance has been upset as the number of 
cases escorted has risen significantly. The risk management approach previously in place has been 
simply abandoned which is not entirely surprising given the dearth of experienced managers left at 
GTEC. The lack of leadership and management oversight has naturally led to a risk-averse approach 
which directly impacts the bottom line: officers are spending more time on-board aircrafts and not 
available for core duties, such as, investigation, arrest and arranging removal. The cost implication of 
this practice is that more resources are spent than necessary which in turn drives up the overall cost of 
removals and wastes taxpayer's money. 

I would question why the escort to non-escort ratio was much higher the past FY. This is a particular 
concern given the significantly lower number of removals. It is true the number of criminals removed 
last FY was modestly higher, however, based on historical data, the number was not sufficiently high to 
justify the increase in the number of cases approved for escort. 

2. Management of removal itineraries: With an average of $5 million spent on airline tickets each year 
the GTEC office is usually in the top three in all of government with respect to money spent on airline 
tickets. Special measures were put in place several years ago where each and every itinerary was 
analyzed by a supervisor to ensure that taxpayers were receiving the best possible prices and routings. 
Working closely with the travel agency contracted to the Government of Canada, multiple routings are 
obtained to optimize pricing and efficiency. For example, if a removal could be delayed a day or two to 
take advantage of cheaper fares, that was within the purview of the supervisor to approve. The overall 
objective was to successfully effect the removal and at the same time obtain the best possible prices. 
There was a constant review of itineraries and routings to maximize efficiency, all within the National 
Joint Council Directives (NJC) on employee travel. The NJC directive may be cumbersome at times, 
nonetheless, it has not proven to be an obstacle to good judgement and cost savings. 

It is difficult to know why the previously existing framework is not followed. What is clear is that the lack 
of management oversight and rigor has resulted in taxpayers' money being squandered. One such 
example: paying over $2,800 each for three one-way tickets to Warsaw from Toronto instead of using a 
charter flight which would have cost a third of the price, that is, $8,000 versus $3,000. 

Multiply inefficient routings by 1,000 tickets and forego opportunities for small savings of even $500 per 
ticket and the taxpayer will spend $500,000 more than necessary. In other words, given the volume of 
tickets involved, small savings per ticket add up to big numbers which only reinforces the need to 
scrupulously review each itinerary. 
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Conclusion 

I would urge you to carry out an independent review of the non-salary expenditures and thoroughly 
review past practices versus current practices and assess whether financial efficiency is a principle that is 
observed at GTEC. In the current era of fiscal responsibility and efficiency, the financial model and 
practices at GTEC are screaming for a forensic review. 

As I have detailed above, the dramatic increases in the non-salary budget, as it relates to detentions, can 
only be partially attributed to factors beyond CBSA control. Greater financial rigor and better program 
management, as existed prior to 2012, would have averted or limited the cost overruns of the past two 
years. CBSA on the other hand chooses to be organizationally dishonest by placing blame on external 
factors for the cost overruns and refuses to look critically at its own management practices as it relates 
to detentions. This type of deception cannot be allowed to stand. The tough questions are conveniently 
side stepped with the only solution put forward is to seek additional funding. 

Prior to any further increases being approved to the non-salary budget, I would urge a thorough review 
and comparative analysis of present versus past expenditures. This is an effective way to identify issues 
and ask the difficult questions. 

This comes down to lack of management oversight and leadership. Employees do what they are told. 
But absent proper management oversight it is not reasonable for staff to take on that role. As previously 
indicated, the loss of experienced second level management and bringing in inexperienced directors has 
also contributed to the problem. There is no suggestion the unacceptable results were the result of 
actions made in malice or for improper purposes. Rather, it is the result of replacing experienced 
personnel with inexperienced individuals without a proper transition. You would not expect a team of 
inexperienced pilots to fly a Boeing 777 without proper training and guidance. Nor would you expect the 
flight attendants to take over the role of the pilot. 

The concepts of continuity of service, performance and sound fiscal management is lost to President 
Portelance. Anyone with an appreciation of these principles would not have replaced experienced staff 
with inexperienced or changed key positions without a well thought out transition plan. All of this has 
created major upheaval from which the organization will take a long time to recover. Overspending and 
a dramatic fall in productivity are part of the first phase in the downward spiral. Unfortunately, the 
worst is yet to come, unless immediate action is taken. In the meantime, individuals responsible for 
engineering this situation, one that was entirely avoidable, must be held accountable. Canadians would 
not expect or condone these same individuals to be rewarded with performance pay and bonuses. They 
would expect those in power to authorize performance pay and bonuses to have the moral courage to 
do right by the taxpayer. 
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Performance Pay 

Bonuses and "pay at risk" form part of the Performance IVlanagement Program (PIVIP) for executives in 
the Federal Public Service. 

For 2013-14, the objectives of the Performance Management Program for Executives as outlined by the 
Treasury Board are to: 

• Encourage excellent performance by setting clear objectives and rigorously evaluating the 
achievements of results; 

• Recognize and reward performance; and 

• Provide a framework within which a consistent and equitable approach to performance 
management can be applied. 

This year the corporate commitment required of all executives was changed with the following added: 

• To renew and transform business processes through the effective implementation of cost- 
reduction and efficiency improvement initiatives as identified in Deficit Reduction Action Plan 
(DRAP) and other government-wide or departmental initiatives, in keeping with the 
Government's commitment to return to balanced budgets in 2015. 

In the past, the criteria for meeting the PMP objectives were quite general. However, in the past few 
performance cycles the PMP has been tied to a large portion of the executive's performance pay on 
specific outcomes such as those mentioned above. 

Given that PMP is designed to encourage, recognize and reward strong performance by its executives. 
The question every Canadian has a right to ask is whether, in light of the results achieved this past fiscal 
year, the above criteria will be objectively applied when CBSA executives responsible for the 
immigration program are assessed over the next few weeks. 

This year Directors at the EX-01 to EX-03 levels are eligible for 15% (4% for the corporate commitment 
+ 8% for individual commitments + 3% as bonus) of their salary as of March 31, 2014. 



In dollar amounts, those executives directly involved in administering and overseeing the delivery of the 
immigration enforcement program stand to make the amounts shown below. 



Position 


Annual Salary 


Performance Pay range 


Regional Director General, GTA 


$155,900 


$18,700 to $23,400 


Director of GTEC 


$139,300 


$16,700 to $20,900 


CBSA Directors General 


$155,900 


$18,700 to $23,500 



It would be unfair to the taxpayer to reward those executives directly involved in the delivery of the 
program in the face of last fiscal year's abysmal results that saw a 34% drop in productivity in the GTA 
and close to 20% nationally. Taxpayers would find it inexcusable that field level executives who are 
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responsible for the day-to-day operations did not effectively monitor progress and take the appropriate 
action to rectify matters and yet be rewarded with huge performance awards and bonuses. 

Year-end performance assessments for the executives in the categories noted above are the 
responsibility of the CBSA President and his Associate Deputy Minister. Given that it was under the 
direction of the CBSA President himself that changes were implemented in the GTA resulting in the 
disastrous results of last FY, it hardly makes sense in this situation for the President or his Associate to 
be involved. This is a case where the fox is guarding the chicken coop. Either the President blames the 
poor results on his ground-level executives or he glosses over the poor results by de-emphasizing it. The 
overriding concern for him will be to position himself and his Associate in a positive light. Therefore, 
objectivity will be the last concern. In these extraordinary circumstances, I would urge you as Clerk of 
the Privy Council to maintain the integrity of the performance measurement process by taking steps to 
ensure that it is conducted by an independent party and not be seen as a tool to further personal 
agendas. 



Moving to the next management level in the corporate structure, the Vice-President and President, the 
"at risk" pay jumps significantly as shown by the chart below. 



Position 


Annual Salary 


Annual Performance Pay range 


CBSA President (Deputy Minister) 


$257, 700 to 
$323,100 


33% to 39% ($85,000 to 
$125,000) 


VP Operations (Associate Deputy Minister) 


$178, 800 to 
$200,300 


26% ($46,500 to $52,000) 



Based on the Performance Management Program Guidelines for Deputy Ministers and Associate Deputy 
Ministers, at the end of the performance cycle, each deputy minister completes a self-evaluation 
assessing achievements against the agreed upon commitments. Deputy ministers also complete an 
evaluation of their associate deputy minister. This is then submitted for consideration by the Committee 
of Senior Officials (COSO). 



I urge you, as the Clerk of the Privy Council, to conduct a more in-depth review of the performance of 
the CBSA President and Vice President so that the COSO has the proper input when it makes its 
assessment. Nowhere in the performance management process is input from the public considered. This 
really leaves the incumbents to make self-serving evaluations knowing that the public is unaware of the 
full scope of the mismanagement perpetrated at taxpayer's expense. 

The objectives of the Performance Management Program for Deputy Ministers and Associate Deputy 
Ministers are: 

• to encourage excellent performance by setting clear objectives and rigorously evaluating the 
achievement of results; 

• to recognize and reward strong performance and identify under-performance; and 

• to provide a framework within which a consistent and equitable approach to performance 
management can be applied. 
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On behalf of all Canadians, I implore you to live by the above standards and expectations when it comes 
time in the next few weeks to evaluate the performance of CBSA President, Vice President, Operations. 
These guidelines give you the authority to identify under-performance. I urge you on behalf of Canadian 
taxpayers to not approve huge year-end awards when clearly the targets that the incumbents 
themselves set for the immigration program were badly missed. Canadians may not fully understand all 
the intricacies of the performance management tools, but they certainly understand the contradiction 
when, on the one hand the government is pushing for balancing the budget and making sacrifices to do 
so while on the other hand lavishly awarding performance pay to senior executives even when they 
horribly underperform. 
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